
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: Mzuzu-Nkhatabay Road Rehabilitation Project 

  Project code: P-MW-DB0-012  Instrument number(s): 2100150028743 

  Project type: Soverign Sector: Transport 

  Country: Malawi Environmental categorization (1-3) : 2 

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 13/03/2013 Cancelled amount: Original disbursement deadline:  

31/03/2018 

  Date signed: 05/04/2013 Supplementary financing: Original closing date: 31/12/2017 

  Date of entry into force : 

20/11/2013 

Restructuring: Revised disbursement deadline:  

31/03/2019 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 13/02/2014 

Extensions (specify dates): Revised closing date: 31/12/2018 

  Date of actual 

1st disbursement: 11/06/2014 
  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved amount 

(MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan: 21890000 21,452,200.00 98% 

  Grant:    

  Government:    

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : 21890000 21,452,200.00 98% 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: 

 Execution and implementation agencies: Roads Authority 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director Kennedy MBEKEANI Kapil KAPOOR 

  Sector Director Gilbert Mbesherubusa Amadou Oumarou 

  Sector Manager Amadou OUMAROU Noel Kulemeka 

  Task Manager Davies MAKASA Davies MAKASA 

  Alternate Task Manager Katala Jumbe  

  PCR Team Leader  Davies Makasa 

  PCR Team Members  Joseph Byamugisha, Kalumba 

Mkandawire, Annah 

Muja 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 14/12/2018 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 20/11/2018 To: 30/11/2018 

  PCR-EN Date: 

  Evaluator/consultant :  Peer Reviewer/: J. OFORI 

 

PCR EVALUATION NOTE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS 



 

 

 

 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Summary from Appraisal Report including addendum/corrigendum or loan agreement, and taking into account any modification that occurred during the 

implementation phase. 
 

a. Rationale and expected impacts: 
Provide a brief and precise description on the project/programme rationale (concerns/questions raised), expected impacts and the intended beneficiaries 

(directly or indirectly impacted by the project/programme). Highlight any change that occurred during the execution phase.  
 

 

The Mzuzu-Nkhatabay Road Rehabilitation Project’s overall objective is improving mobility of people, goods and services in 

the districts of Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay. The road was built in the early seventies and had bitumen however the road has since 

leaved its life span and has since deteriorated making travelling along the road a big challenge. The road is a section of the 

Mtwara corridor. The objective of the corridor is to facilitate movement of goods that have arrived at or are being sent through 

Mtwara Port. The Mtwara Corridor runs from the Indian Port of Mtwara in Tanzania. It stretches along several towns in 

Tanzania and connects to Mbamba Bay on the Eastern of Lake Malawi. From Mbamba Bay the corridor moves across Lake 

Malawi to NkhataBay on the Western side of Lake Malawi.  From Nkhata Bay it passes through dry land to Mzuzu.The road 

has both economic and social benefits. Apart from affording easy mobility and accessibility to the beautiful Lake Malawi, 

thereby facilitating tourism, easy movement of people and goods locally, the road is a conduit for movement of goods for import 

and export purposes through Nkhata-Bay. The majority of road users in the area are involved in agricultural, fishing, tourism, 

commuting to health centres, schools and markets. It was expected that, rehabilitation of the road would contribute to reducing 

transportation costs as a result of savings in travel time and vehicle operating costs. The road will not only facilitate movement 

of goods from areas in the North and other parts of Malawi but also into the neighboring countries like Zambia. Because it 

provides a north-south link from Tanzania to Malawi and through Malawi to other SADC countries, the road is considered to 

be of strategic importance in terms of trade.  The expected impact of the project was to contribute to poverty reduction through 

(a) Nkhata Bay:  reducing poverty from 44.5% in 2011 to 32% in 2017 and Mzuzu:  a reduction from 15.9% in 2011 to 12% in 

2017.  
 

 

b. Objectives/Expected Outcome 
Provide a clear and concise description of the project objectives, expected outcomes, and intended beneficiaries. In so doing, highlight any 

revision/amendment.  

 

The overarching objective of the project was to improve mobility of people, goods and services in the districts of Mzuzu and 

Nkhata Bay. The rehabilitated road is expected to bring about reduction in overall transportation costs by reducing travel time 

and vehicle operating costs. The project was to involve widening of the 46km road between Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay from the 

current 4.2m to 6.7m and construction of an asphalt concrete running surface with 1.5m sealed shoulders.  

 

The expected outcomes of the project as captured in the log-frame  include: 

 

The outcome indicators included the following: 

 

Outcome No.1- Reduction in Transportation costs  
i. Reduction in travel time  - 1 hour in 2011 to 40 minutes  in 2017  

ii. Reduction in vehicle operating costs (average USD per vehicle 2011to  km) - 0.49 USD / vehicle-km in 0.37 USD/ vehicle-

km in 2017  

 

Outcome No. 2 - Reduced incidences of road accidents  
i. Average numbers of accidents per year - XX accidents per year (to be determined from the Road Safety Audit, at the 

beginning of the project) to XX accidents per year ( expected to be reduced by 60% by end of 2017) 

 

Outcome No.3 - Improved road condition  



 

 

 

i. International Roughness Index (IRI)  from >6 in 2011to <3.5  In 2017 

 
c. Outputs and intended beneficiaries: 
Provide a clear and concise description of the expected outputs and intended beneficiaries. In so doing, highlight any revision/amendment.   

 

The project had six (outputs) as reflected in the logframe. They are: 

 

• Rehabilitation of Mzuzu - Nkhata Bay Road Km of rehabilitated road - 46km road rehabilitated by 2017;  

• Construction of selected social-public infrastructure - Road-side market stall, public convenience facilities, etc. (TBD) - 

All agreed public –social infrastructure to be completed by 2016;  

• Sector Capacity Needs Assessment Report - Sector Capacity Needs Assessment Report produced - Report produced by 

end 2013; 

• Staff trained in (procurement, project management, and road asset management) - Number of Staff trained - 20 staff 

trained by end 2015; 

• Jobs created  - Number of jobs created - 300 jobs created by end 2014 (25% women, 70% youth); and 

• Project affected Persons (PAPs) Compensated - Project Affected Persons compensated - 86 PAPs compensated by end 

2013 

 

It is important to note that no baseline data was provided for any of the outputs. 

 

The direct beneficiaries of the project included an estimated 342,211 (60% of them will be women) people living in the districts 

of Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay majority of whom are involved in agricultural, fishing, animal husbandry, tourism, and those 

commuting to schools, markets, and health centres. It was also expected that during construction, 300 temporary jobs will be 

created, business opportunities will be created for suppliers of goods and services and selling of merchandise (women will be 

the majority) to the contractor and construction workers at road-side markets. During the construction period, HIV/AIDs and 

road safety awareness campaigns were expected to be conducted. 

 

d. Principal activities/Components: 
Provide a clear and concise description of the principal activities/components. In so doing, highlight any revision/amendment. 

 
The Component 1 – Road improvement will focus on the rehabilitation of the road between Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay and the 

construction of selected social-public infrastructure. It will also concern itself with design review, pre-contract services and 

supervision. It will support road safety audit, compensation and resettlement and the conduct of HIV/AIDS awareness and road 

safety campaigns. The cost was estimated at UA21,960,000.  

 

Component 2 - Project Management aimed at providing ssupport to the Project Coordinator, ensure that financial and technical 

audits as agreed by the covenants are supported.  The estimated cost of the component is UA0.432,000.  

The third and final component focuses on Capacity building and supports capacity needs assessment study, training, and 

computer management systems (project & road asset management systems). The estimated cost for the component was 

UA0.554.  

 

There is no information available to this evaluation to suggest that these components and their respective activities were revised 

or amended which is indicative of a well thought-out design.  
 



 

 

 

 3. PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  
 

RELEVANCE 

 

a. Relevance of the project development objective:  
Evaluation of the relevance ex-ante and ex-post (including during the implementation phase). The relevance of the project objective (during the 

evaluation ex-ante and the post-evaluation) in terms of alignment with country’s development priorities and strategies, the beneficiary needs 

(including any changes that may have occurred during the implementation), applicable Bank sector strategies, the Bank country/ regional 

strategy, and general strategic priorities of the Bank.  

 

The Mzuzu-Nkhata Bay road project was one of the major trunk roads prioritized in the Transport Sector Improvement 

Programme (TSIP), as it is part of the road network that links the northern region of the country to the central and 

southern regions. The project was well aligned with the national development strategy, programme and sectoral 

priorities of the Government of Malawi (GoM) as is evident in the medium to long term goals of the Malawi Growth 

and Development Strategy (MGDS II: 2011-2016). The Malawi Growth Development Strategy Phase II (MDGS II, 

2011-2016) prioritized transport infrastructure in its development agenda. According to the PCR, the Project was 

conceived to support Malawi’s Growth and Development Strategy Phase I, whose objective was to create wealth and 

reduce poverty. The project was also aligned with the GoM Road Sector Programme (RSP: 2010-2020), whose 

objective is to support realization of the MDGs by bringing the road network into maintainable conditions by 2020.  

The road once rehabilitated was expected to support economic growth sectors in the northern region, including: 

agriculture, fisheries, mining and tourism and will serve international freight traffic from Zambia and Tanzania, thus 

an important road link, not only for domestic connectivity, but also for regional trade and integration. 

 

The project was in line with the Bank’s Interim Country Strategy Paper (ICSP, 2011-2012 and the Country Strategy 

Paper (2013-2017), which were committed to development of transport infrastructure in Malawi as an enabler for 

growth, wealth creation and poverty reduction. This objective is consistent with the current Bank Country Strategy 

Paper for Malawi (2018-2022) Pillar 1, whose objectives is to support “Investing in infrastructure to reduce the cost 

of doing business. The Bank had been involved in the implementation of large-scale road construction projects in 

other Regional Member Countries (RMCs) thus bringing a wealth of experience which was deemed critical to 

ensuring that a project of this nature was successfully implemented. 

 

It is noted that during the implementation of the project, the objective of the project remained perfectly aligned with 

the country's development priorities and strategies and with the Bank's sectoral and intervention strategies, and the 

priority needs of the beneficiaries. The PCR notes that the project objective continued to remain aligned to the current 

Malawi Growth and Development Strategy Phase (2017-2022), which among others, recognises transport 

infrastructure as a key factor in developing other growth sectors, such as agriculture and tourism. Thus, the review 

confirms as Highly Satisfactory (4), the relevance of the project's development objective. 

 

b. Relevance of project design (from approval to completion): 
The evaluator should provide an assessment of the relevance of the project design regardless of the one provided in the PCR. The evaluator 

will also comment on the PCR conclusion for this section, and will provide an evaluation of the relevance of the project design. The latter 

assesses the soundness and the timing of eventual adjustments, or technical solutions to ensure the achievement of the intended results (outcomes 

and outputs), the adequacy of the risk assessment, environmental and social protection measures, as well as the implementation arrangements. 

For Programme Based Operations (PBO), an assessment will be made on the relevance of the prior actions, the policy dialogue and the extent 

to which the operation could have been more pro-poor in its design. 

 

The design considered all the aspects of the project, including, technical, social, and environment. The logframe 

followed a clear logic from outputs to outcomes to impact, and supported by concrete assumptions and realistic risks. 

The expected impact of the project was to contribute to poverty reduction. It was expected that the project will change 

the poverty index in Nkhata Bay From 44.5% in 2011 to 32% in 2017 and in Mzuzu from 15.9% in 2011to 12% in 

2017. Public consultations in the form of consultative meetings, interviews, formal and informal focus group 

discussions with communities living within the vicinity of the roads and targeted consultations with government 

 



 

 

 

officials, donors (EU, JICA, and WB), civil society organizations, farmers, fishermen, and villagers were undertaken. 

Key concerns raised by the stakeholders including the need for ensuring compensation for loss of property and land 

to persons who shall be affected by the project, ensuring employment of local communities in the project area, putting 

in place measures to protect women and school going girls from unwanted pregnancies, and improving safety of the 

road were factored into the design. Thus, measures such as road audit, the government making available adequate 

funds for compensation of persons that will be affected by the project, encouraging the contractor to recruit labour 

from within the project area, and undertaking awareness campaigns for HIV/AIDS and sexually transmitted diseases 

(STIs) were mainstreamed in the project components. Donor coordination arrangement is satisfactorily described and 

viewed as adequate for institutional, policy and projects financing and implementation issues.  The project design 

team held consultations with relevant donors and the outcomes of such discussions were taken into cognizance in the 

design of the project. 

 

Sound basis was provided for the selection of the technical solution adopted for the project and the limitations of 

other options adequately highlighted. Key lessons from the past and on-going lending operations in the sector were 

considered in the design of the project. Some of the lessons taken into account include: (i) time and cost overruns as 

a result of incomplete designs; (ii) delays in meeting effectiveness conditions; (iii) delays in the procurement process; 

(iv) weak supervision of consultants and contractors; and (v) strengthening supervision of the RA by the MoTPW. 

The design of the project assumed several risks which might affect the attainment of project objectives including: (i) 

failure to maintain the road after rehabilitation; (ii) failure to implement the project; (iii) Poor workmanship leading 

to pre-mature deterioration of the road; (iv) delays in procurement works; and (v) Cost overrun. This evaluation is 

satisfied with the mitigation measures that were proposed at design. In terms of environmental and social protection, 

the project was rightly categorized as Category 2 based on a full ESIA and the implications properly outlined. The 

social factors were also identified and measures proffered for mitigation are viewed as appropriate. ARAP report and 

ESMPs were prepared and approved by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MCCM) and were found 

to be consistent with the Bank’s safeguards policy. The institutional arrangement as captured in the appraisal report 

is deemed by this review as generally adequate. However, while the Logframe provided some basis for determining 

outcomes and inputs, some of the indicators had no measures. The utilization of M&E information was also not 

adequately addressed. The M&E aspect was assessed by this review as inadequate. The design failed to provide 

adequate details on monitoring and nothing mentioned about evaluation. The M&E framework is not clear regarding 

how the processes towards achieving outcomes and outputs were going to be monitored.   This is considered very 

critical for the successful implementation of the project. The PCR failed to establish whether the original design 

remained appropriate throughout implementation; no adjustments to the scope, implementation arrangements or 

technical solutions were required to ensure the achievement of the intended outcomes and outputs. The PCR was 

silent on issues such as the adequacy of the risk assessment, environmental and social protection measures, and 

implementation arrangements, relevance of the prior actions, the policy dialogue and the extent to which the operation 

could have been more pro-poor in its design. Based on the above, this review downgrades the PCR rating of Highly 

Satisfactory (4) to Satisfactory (3).  

 

 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved its stated outputs (obtained from the logical framework) based on the last Implementation 

Progress and Results Report (IPR) and by considering accurate reporting of direct or indirect evidence on intended and unanticipated outputs. 

In the absence of sufficient data (as direct evidence), indirect evidence (such as project outcomes and other pertinent processes/elements of the 

causal chain) should be used particularly in the evaluation of the extent to which the project is expected to achieve its stated results/ objectives. 

The absence of sufficient data to assess the effectiveness should be indicated (and clearly detailed in the PCR quality evaluation section).  

 

This evaluation found it difficult to ascertain the achievement of the outputs and outcomes due to the lack of required 

information.  Apart from the PCR and one quarterly implementation progress report prepared in September 2018, no 



 

 

 

other report was made available to this evaluation. This evaluation therefore largely depended on what had been 

provided in the PCR and the quarterly report.  According to the PCR, with the exception of Output 3 (road side 

market), all the planned outputs were achieved. For Output 1, the rehabilitation of the proposed 46 km of road between 

the towns of Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay was completed. Part of the balance of the loan was used to construct an additional 

1.3km of dual carriageway in Mzuzu. The PCR notes that the road had now been widened, thus safety had improved 

and the travel time had been reduced from more than 1 hour to less than 40 minutes. The public including the 

government officials interviewed indicated that, the road is one of the best roads constructed in Malawi. The project 

ensured that all affected persons were adequately compensated. In the case of Output 2 (Road sector Needs 

Assessment Study), the study was successfully carried out and the report prepared and submitted. The Roads 

Authority also prepared a similar report using their own funds.  For Output 4 (No. of staff trained), the target of 20 

staff trained was surpassed since at the time of preparing the PCR, 40 staff had already benefitted from training. 

Additionally, local engineers were also trained in FIDC contract administration. The PCR could not provide any 

definitive information regarding the progress of its achievement. On one hand, the PCR indicated that, the market 

construction was not done because of budget constraint forecast and from another angle, it indicates that, construction 

of the road side market was suspended because of the high cost estimates of bids received. The decision to suspend 

the construction of the market was made because of a high probability of having increased earthworks than was 

estimated in the bills of quantities for the road works.   

 

This review noted that there were discrepancies among the appraisal report, the PCR and the quarterly implementation 

progress report prepared in September in terms of the outputs. While the logframe of the appraisal report mentions 

six (6) outputs as follows: (i) rehabilitation of Mzuzu- Nkhata Bay Road; (ii) construction of selected social-public 

infrastructure; (iii) sector Capacity Needs Assessment Report; (iv) staff trained in (procurement, project management, 

and road asset management; (v) jobs created; and (vi) project affected Persons (PAPs) compensated, the PCR 

mentions only four (4) outputs as follows: (i)  46 km of road rehabilitated between the towns of Mzuzu and Nkhata 

bay; (ii) road sector Needs assessment study; (iii) road side market; and (iv) No. of staff trained. The 2018 quarterly 

implementation progress report mentions four (4) outputs as follows: (i)  46km of road rehabilitated between Mzuzu 

and Nkhatabay; (ii)  road sector needs assessment Study; (iii) No. of staff trained  (project and contract management, 

procurement, road asset management, financial management, etc.); and (iv) No of jobs created. What is not clear to 

this evaluation is when was the appraisal adjusted if it was and what were the reasons for the shrinking of the outputs? 

However, this evaluation will consider the outputs that were captured in the PCR. It is observed that one of the outputs 

(construction of roadside market) has been reported under the outcomes 

 

The PCR gave a score of 3.8 out of 4 for Outputs reporting. This evaluation was not sure of how the average score of 

3.8 was arrived at i.e. what score that was given to each output since not all of them were fully achieved.   However, 

from calculations made by this evaluation, it appears that Output 3 was given a score of 3 since that is the only score 

that will give an average of 3.75. This evaluation gives each of Outputs 1, 2 and 4 a score of 4 out of 4 while Output 

3 is given a score of 1 (Highly Unsatisfactory). This evaluation therefore downgrades the overall output reporting 

score to 3 (Satisfactory). 

 

 

d. Effectiveness in realizing outcomes: 
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved (or is expected to achieve) its intended set of outcomes (including for Program Based 

Operations (PBOs) where complementary measures are necessary for their implementation, namely public awareness, policy dialogue and 

institutional arrangements for instance). The evaluator should make an assessment based on the results of the last project Implementation 

Progress and Results (IPR). The evaluator shall indicate the degree to which project outcomes (intended and unanticipated) as well as reasons 

for any eventual gap were discussed in the PCR.  

 

This review noted that there were discrepancies among the appraisal report, the PCR and the quarterly implementation 

progress report prepared in September in terms of the outcomes. While the in the logframe of the appraisal report  

three (3) outcomes were mentioned as follows: (i) Reduction in Transportation costs; (ii) Reduced incidences of road 

accidents; and (iii) Improved road condition, the PCR mentions four (4) outcomes as follows: (i)  Transportation 



 

 

 

Costs: Composite vehicle operating costs and travel time between Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay; (ii) Improved road 

condition (International Roughness Index – IRI); (iii) Number of accidents; and (iv) No of jobs created. The 2018 

implementation progress quarterly report mentions only two (2) outputs as follows: (i)  Reduction in transportation 

costs (Travel time and composite vehicle operating costs); and (ii)  Improved road Condition: (i) International  

Roughness Index (IRI).  What is not clear to this evaluation is when was the appraisal report adjusted if it was and 

what were the reasons for the shrinking of the outputs? However, this evaluation will consider the outputs that were 

captured in the PCR. 

 

Outcome 1: (Transportation Costs, Composite vehicle operating costs and travel time between Mzuzu and Nkhata 

Bay). The results show that travel time reduced from more than one (1) hour to less than 40 minutes. Vehicle operating 

cost reduced from 0.49USD/vehicle-km to 0.37 USD/ veh-km. It is reported that the road had been widened, all the 

sharp bends had been removed. Stopping sight distances have been increased and all black-spots have been removed.  

Outcome 2 (Improved road condition), the International Roughness Index (IRI) was reduced from > 6.0 IRI to <3.5. 

The road had been surfaced with asphalt concrete and the roughness index was less than 3.0. Outcome 3 (Number of 

accidents)  expected to be reduced by 60% by 2020, baseline being 12, the PCR did not provide information on this 

aspect since the progress will be known by one (1) year after opening the road to traffic. The PCR is however is 

positive that the target will be achieved since all accident-prone curves have been flattened and widened. This 

evaluation could therefore not assess this outcome. Outcome 4 (No. of jobs created), the target of creating 300 jobs 

was fully achieved. The most recent value was 400 implying that the target had already been surpassed.  The PCR 

gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory for Outcome reporting. This evaluation agrees with the PCR rating even though 

it was unable to assess Outcome 3. 

 

e. Project development outcome:   
The ratings derived for outcomes and outputs are combined to assess the progress the project has made towards realizing its development 

objectives, based on the rating methodology recommended in the Staff Guidance Note on project completion reporting and rating (see IPR 

Guidance Note for further instruction on development objective rating).   

 

The overall development objective was to reduce transportation costs between the towns of Mzuzu and Nkahata 

through savings in travel vehicle operating costs. According to the PCR, with the exception of Output 3 (road side 

market), all the planned outputs were achieved. The PCR gave a score of 3.8 (Highly Satisfactory) for Outputs 

reporting. This evaluation downgraded this rating to 3 (Satisfactory).  The PCR gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory 

for Outcome reporting which was confirmed by this review.   Since the Outcome rating is highly Satisfactory and the 

Output rating is Satisfactory, this review rates the project development outcome as Satisfactory (3).  

 

f. Beneficiaries: 
Using evidence, the evaluator should provide an assessment of the relevance of the total number of beneficiaries by categories and disaggregated 

by sex. 

 

According to the appraisal report, the direct beneficiaries of the project include an estimated 342,211 (60% of them 

will be women) people living in the districts of Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay. It was also expected that during construction, 

300 temporary jobs will be created, business opportunities will be created for suppliers of goods and services and 

selling of merchandise (women will be the majority) to the contractor and construction workers at road-side markets. 

During the construction period, HIV/AIDs and road safety awareness campaigns were expected to be conducted. 

However, the appraisal did not disaggregate these beneficiaries into sex.  

 

The PCR indicates that the target of more than 400,000 small-scale farmers and traders benefiting from project had 

been reached as at PCR preparation and that >50% were women.  

 

Actual (A) Planned (B) Progress towards 

target (% realized) 

(A/B) 

% of 

Women 
Category (e.g. 

farmers, 

students) 



 

 

 

Over 400,000 400,000 100% 50+ Small scale 

farmers and 

traders 

 

The PCR did not provide information on the planned more than 300 temporary jobs, business opportunities for 

suppliers of goods and services to the contractor and selling of merchandise to construction workers at road-side 

markets for which the women will be the majority to be created and HIV/ AIDs and road safety awareness campaigns 

will be conducted; will be created;.  

 

 

g. Unanticipated additional outcomes (positive or negative, not taken into consideration in the project logical 

framework):  
This includes gender, climate change, as well as social and socio-economic- related issues. Provide an assessment of the extent to which 

intended or unanticipated additional and important outcomes have been taken into consideration by the PCR. The assessment should also look 

at the manner the PCR accounted for these outcomes.  

 

This PCR noted that the only unanticipated outcome relates to the contribution of the road to growth in other sector, 

such as agriculture and the fishing industry. This review considers this unanticipated outcome as invalid on the basis 

that the overall goal and expected impact of the project is “Contribute to poverty reduction”. The key parameters and 

indicators of poverty reduction is increase in growth and productivity in the relevant primary sectors of country. 

Increase in agriculture and fishing and access to markets brought about by the rehabilitation of the road is inherent 

and integral to what the project was meant to achieve. 

 

 

EFFICIENCY 

 

h. Timeliness: 
The timeliness of project implementation is based on a comparison between the planned and actual period of implementation from the date of 

effectiveness for first disbursement. For Programme Based Operations (PBOs), the timely release of the tranche(s) are assessed through this 

same criterion.  

 

The project was planned to be implemented over a period of four years starting from 2013 to 20172017 implying that 

the expected duration of the project at design was 48 months. The project duration included 12 months of design 

review, preparation of bidding documents and procurement of civil works, 24 months construction period, and 12 

months defects liability period. The project was approved on 13th March 2013 and signed on 15th April 2013. The 

PCR indicated that the extended duration of the project was 60 months (5 years) and was extended by 12 months to 

72 months (6 years) which contradicts what is in the appraisal document. This discrepancy needs to be addressed. 

According to the PCR, the original closing date was 31st December 2017 and revised to 31st December 2018. This 

review note s that irrespective of the timeframe, the project duration was extended by 12 months implying that if this 

scenario is considered, the ratio will not be affected. The turnaround time as reported by the PCR is 0.83. Even though 

the ratio is less than one (1) which should have given a rating of 3, the PCR is noted to have given a rating of 3.5 

whose justification is difficult to grasp. 

 

The PCR indicates that the reasons for the delay in completion of the project were mainly due to: (i) delays in 

procurement of services and works; (ii) excessive rainfall, which disrupted the contractor’s work plan; (iii) because 

of the challenging terrain which presented difficulties in providing for bypass roads, the road users were using the 

same road which was being rehabilitated. This disrupted the works, especially when big trucks got stuck on the road; 

(iii) the contractor at some point was stopped from using a private quarry. This took more than 3 months to resolve 

by the courts. Overall the works progressed well and were completed within the agreed extended time. This evaluation 

recommends that the Government of Malawi addresses these constraints in order to avoid a recurrence in future 

projects.  This review gives a rating of Satisfactory (3) since the ratio is greater than 0.75 but less than 1.  



 

 

 

 

i. Resource use efficiency: 
Provide an assessment of physical implementation (based on outputs delivered) against resources used (based on cumulative 

commitments/disbursements) at completion for all contributors to the project (the Bank, Government, and others). This criterion would normally 

not apply to PBOs, as there is often no direct link between the outputs and the amount of contribution (in which case the rater would indicate 

N/A). 

 

The total project cost estimate is UA22.946 million, with the Bank contributing UA21.890 million (95%) and the 

Government of Malawi contributing UA1.056 million (5%). The Operations Steering Committee of the Bank 

(OSPCOM) granted a waiver for the 10% counter-part funding required to be contributed by the government. 

However, the total amount disbursed was (UA) 21,452,200.00 representing 98% of approved amount while the 

undisbursed amount which represents 2% of the total cost of the project was UA437,800. 

 

The PCR reports that the project largely delivered the outputs expected within the available budget. The PCR 

indicated that the works contract did not experience cost overruns as is always the case on most works contracts 

attributed to the experienced DRB which was hired on the project. The DRB helped the executing agency to determine 

the reasonableness of claims by the contractor, as and when the executing agency disputed such claims and/ or when 

the contractor did not agree with the engineers determination. This helped to keep the costs in control. In spite of the 

fact that there was no cost overrun, 98% of the resources were used. This points to the fact that, the cost estimate 

during the project design phase was reasonable.  The construction of the roadside market which was part of the 

original design was suspended while the construction of an additional 1.3 km of dual carriageway in Mzuzu town 

which was not part of the original design was accommodated. The PCR was however silent on the reasons for these 

changes and would have been useful to explain the reasons behind the changes. In terms of the rating, the ratio of the 

median percentage physical implementation of the project outputs and commitment rate is 0.98. The review disagreed 

with the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating for resource use efficiency since the ratio of 0.98 and corresponds to a rating 

of 2 (Unsatisfactory).  

 

j.  Cost-benefit analysis: 
Review the validity of the Economic rate of return (ERR) (if any) in the PCR, and highlighting any data and methodological limitations. The 

review should indicate if an ERR was not estimated and any reason provided in the PCR. The evaluator should verify whether the benefits of 

the project (achieved or expected) exceed its actual costs. To achieve this, evidences will mainly be based on a comparison between Economic 

Rates of Return (ERR) calculated at appraisal, the mid-term review and completion. When commenting PCR ratings, the degree of utilization 

of valid sources for evidence justifying the rating assigned should be taken into consideration. The evaluator should ensure of the validity of 

assumptions and that the same model was used for the calculation of other ERRs. For PBOs for which this calculation model does not apply, 

an assessment could be done about the contribution of policy reforms to economic growth. In the absence of sufficient evidence, an appropriate 

rating should be assigned.  

 

At design, the ERR was estimated at 16.6%. According to the PCR, the ERR reduced marginally to 15.3% implying 

a variation of 1.3%. According to the PCR, this slight reduction came about as a result of the increase in investment 

costs, while traffic projections have remained more or less the same. Bid prices were a little bit higher than the 

engineer’s estimates. It further noted that, the ERR had been derived from savings in travel time and composite vehicle 

operating costs and did not take into account other exogenous benefits such as reduction in road traffic accidents, 

potential increase in agriculture production, increase in tourists visiting the area, increase in SMEs traders etc. This, 

according to the PCR shows that the indicated ERR is conservative and the actual benefits are much higher The PCR 

gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory) which does not correspond with the guidelines for scoring cost-benefit. 

Consequently, this evaluation disagrees with this score and gives a score of 3 (Satisfactory) since the updated cost-

benefit analysis points to a lower ERR estimate than anticipated at approval. 

 

k. Implementation progress: 
The assessment of the  Implementation Progress (IP) on the PCR is derived from the updated IPR and takes into account  all applicable IP 

criteria assessed under the three categories : i) Compliance with covenants (project covenants, environmental and social safeguards and audit 

compliance), ii) Compliance with project systems and procedures (procurement, financial management and monitoring and evaluation), and iii) 

Compliance with project execution and financing (disbursement, budget commitments, counterpart funding and co-financing). 



 

 

 

 

The Project performed satisfactorily in achieving the project development outcome since 3 out of the 4 outcomes and 

outputs in each case were achieved. Compliance to project covenants was assessed as Satisfactory. All project 

covenants were said to have been fulfilled by the Borrower.  The Borrower complied with all loan covenants, except 

there were some lapses in submitting financial management reports and quarterly reports as required and stipulated 

in the loan agreement. There were no reported delays in payment of Government portion. Annual audits covering the 

project’s financial and technical aspects for the period between project start and completion were prepared and 

submitted to the Bank as required. The Borrowers’ compliance with Environmental Safeguards was satisfactory. The 

ESIA and Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan were prepared and were used as tools by RA and 

supervision consultant to monitor the Contractor‘s compliance. 

 

The review assessed the M&E aspects of the design as inadequate. The design only provided scantly details on 

monitoring and nothing mentioned about evaluation. The M&E framework is not clear regarding how the processes 

towards achieving outcomes and outputs were going to be monitored.   This is considered very critical for the 

successful implementation of the project. The utilization of M&E information was also not adequately addressed. The 

PCR gave a rating of 3.5 which is downgraded to 3 (Satisfactory) by this review. 

 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 
 

l. Financial sustainability: 
Provide an assessment of the extent to which funding mechanisms and modalities (e.g. Tariffs, user fees, maintenance fees, budgetary 

allocations, other stakeholder contributions, aid flows, etc.) have been put in place to ensure the continued flow of benefits after completion, 

with particular emphasis on financial sustainability. For PBOs, the assessment should focus on financial sustainability of reforms, as well as 

the Bank’s policy dialogue to promote financial sustainability of the reforms.  

 

The arrangements for financial sustainability of the plant are assessed as adequate. According to the PCR, there are 

three main sources of road sector financing, namely: (i) the Road Fund mainly from the fuel levy and is used for 

routine maintenance and light rehabilitation works; (ii) Government development budget used for upgrades and 

periodic maintenance; and (iii) Loans and grants from development partners used for periodic maintenance. It is learnt 

that the Road Fund has, in the last decade, played a pivotal role in ensuring steady flow of funds towards routine 

maintenance and to sustain the road network in good and fair condition, the government is prioritizing maintenance 

as opposed to upgrading or constructing new roads. The average annual budget based on recent annual work plans is 

approximately USD 200 million. The actual average amounts disbursed to the sector is in the range of USD 160 

million (80%), which leaves a gap of USD 40 million (20%). To close this gap the government is among other 

initiatives doing the following: (i) expanding the Road Fund to include other road user fees, such international transit 

fees, motor vehicle licensing; (ii) increase development budget allocations; (iii) introduced a statutory instrument that 

allows the Roads Funds Administration to borrow from the public through road bonds; and (iv) introduced a statutory 

instrument that allows the Roads Fund Administration to collect road tolls.  

 

In addition to the above, the government has introduced an automatic fuel levy adjustment system. With a self-

adjusting system, the government has introduced a fuel levy of 8.3 % on the pump price of petrol and 10.2% on the 

pump price of diesel. With this adjustment, it is expected that fuel levy contribution to routine maintenance will 

increase to more than 70%. This has already been confirmed by the Roads Fund Administration.  In addition to this, 

the donors have agreed with government to gradually increase the fuel levy to an average of 14% by December 2020 

which at the moment is 11%. With all the above in place, it is expected that, the project road and other major roads 

in the network will be maintained to prolong its lifespan even beyond what was estimated at project design.  

 

This review upgrades the PCR rating of 3.5 to 4 (Highly Satisfactory) because of the conviction that the proposed 

financial sustainability arrangements are adequate. 

 



 

 

 

m. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities: 
Provide an assessment of the extent to which the project has contributed to the strengthening of institutional capacities – including for instance 

through the use of country systems – that will continue to facilitate the continued flow of benefits associated with the project. An appreciation 

should be made with regards whether or not improved governance practices or improved skills, procedures, incentives, structures, or institutional 

mechanisms came into effect as a result of the operation. For PBOs, this should include an assessment on the contributions made to building 

the capacity to lead and manage the policy reform process; the extent to which the political economy of decision-making was conducive to 

reform; the Government’s commitment to reform; and how the design reinforced national ownership.  

 

The Government of Malawi has in place an institutional arrangement that is conducive for the effective management 

of the country’s roads. The institutional arrangement ensures an ordered and systematic financing and management 

of the road network. The Roads Authority has been established through an Act of parliament to plan and manage the 

public road network. Similarly, the Roads Fund administration has been created by an Act of Parliament to carry out 

fiduciary functions in the road sector, in addition to mobilizing resources for the sector through various initiatives as 

mentioned above. The Roads Fund Administration has a Pavement Management System which is regularly populated 

by data from road inventory surveys and road roughness surveys. This makes it possible for the Roads Authority to 

monitor condition of the roads in the network and to accordingly plan for maintenance.  

 

The PCR also indicated that the Government had put in place a sustainable legal and institutional framework which 

ensures consistency in the management of the public road networks. In terms of capacity strengthening, this project 

had a component dedicated to capacity building to ensure that the required expertise to effectively handle the operation 

and management of the major roads and related activities is available. The capacity building interventions included 

the conduct of a transport sector capacity needs assessment study; (ii) Staff training; and (ii) (iii) Computer 

management systems (Project Management and Road Asset Management Systems). 

    

This evaluation agrees with the score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory) given by the PCR because of the conviction that the 

arrangements and mechanisms already put in place will guarantee effective management of the road.    

 

 

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships: 
Provide an assessment of  whether the project has effectively involved relevant stakeholders, promoted a sense of ownership amongst the 

beneficiaries (both men and women) and put in place effective e partnerships with relevant stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, civil society 

organizations, private sector, donors) as required for the continued maintenance of the project outputs. For PBOs, the assessment should measure 

the extent to which the Government’s capacity to conduct consultations during policy dialogue and the extent to which the Bank supported the 

Government in deepening the consultation processes. 

 

This evaluation is satisfied with the efforts made during the design of the project to ensure that wide consultation 

were carried out and the beneficiaries were part of the process. Ensuring this kind of consultation and partnership at 

the design stage makes it easier for Government to form collaborative network with the local people for the 

maintenance of roads. It is important to note that ownership is determined by the level of participation of stakeholders 

in the design and implementation of the project. According to the PCR, the project had partly contributed to ensuring 

ownership from relevant stakeholders including service providers through their participation in various events and 

consultations. The PCR states that, the road sector is one of the sectors that does not use Project Implementation Units 

on Bank and other donor funded projects. The staff on Bank funded projects are seconded by the Roads Authority 

from within the organizational structure. This ensures ownership of the investment in the road sector by the Roads 

Authority. In addition, this evaluation is of the conviction that such arrangements offer greater chances of building 

capacities of sector staff to be able to design, implement and manage similar interventions with little external support. 

The PCR also indicated that the Roads Fund Administration intends to install road toll plazas along the Mzuzu-Nkhata 

Bay Bay-Salima as a means of raising additional funds for maintenance in order to reduce the dependence on external 

support for road maintenance which this evaluation regards as demonstration of ownership. This evaluation also 

believes that it is worthwhile to think of creating local partnership networks or encouraging the existence of civil 

society organizations with a focus on partnering with Government to monitor the use and maintenance of major roads. 

Such will strengthen local ownership especially by the people. The PCR gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory).  



 

 

 

This review gives a score of 3 (Satisfactory) because partnership aspect was not properly addressed. 

 

o. Environmental and social sustainability: 
Provide an assessment of the objectivity of the PCR rating on the project’s implementation of environmental and social mitigation/enhancement 

measures with regard to the Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP), the capacity of country institutions and systems, as well as 

the availability of funding to ensure the environmental and social sustainability of the operation. This criterion would normally only apply to 

Environmental Category I and II projects.   

 

The Roads Authority ensures that Environmental Mitigation Plans are in place and all statutory permits are obtained 

by contractors for borrow pits and quarries, ground water and surface water abstraction, disposal of debris, etc. In 

addition to the above, Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) are conducted on all road projects with 

associated Environmental Management Plans (EMP) and Resettlement Action Plans (RAP), put in place where 

required. These process are required by law to ensure that the environment and livelihoods of the Project Affected 

Persons (PAPs) are protected. This evaluation views the above as too general and describing what the Government 

of Malawi has generally put in place for all road projects. This evaluation will be more interested in the PCR outlining 

how these arrangements affected the implementation of the project. However, this evaluation notes that the required 

environment and social impact assessment studies were carried out during the design phase and before the 

commencement of the construction of the road. Extensive consultations were also held during the design of the 

project.  According to the 4th Quarter Implementation Progress Report of 27/12/2018, the GoM has complied with 

all environmental and social safeguards. The environmental mitigation management plan (EMP) has been in place 

and being implemented satisfactorily; all permits for quarries, borrow pits and water abstraction for construction 

purposes had been obtained; the resettlement action plan (RAP) had been implemented and there were no outstanding 

complaints. In both the PCR and the quarterly implementation progress report much details have not been provided 

regarding the social mitigation measures especially how they were applied to meet the social safeguards requirements 

of the project.  In addition to impacts highlighted by the PCR, this review notes the additional positive social impacts 

including the project’s impact on job creation, increase in productivity, improvement in access to markets, the 

reduction in time of time to travel to school, hospitals and other social events due to the improvement in road 

conditions; also the reduction in wear and tear of vehicles due to improvement of the roads, as well as reduction in 

general travel costs which are positives. 

 

The review validates the PCR’s Highly Satisfactory rating on the basis of the additional positive social impact by the 

project. 

 

4. PERFORMANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS 

 

a. Bank performance: 
(Preparation/approval, ensure of Quality at Entry (QAE) : quality of the supervision, completion) : Provide observations on the objectivity of 

the PCR ratings and feedback provided by the Borrower, and if necessary, re-assess the Bank’s performance throughout the project cycle 

(design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to 7 criteria defined in the PCR Guidance Note.    

 

The Borrower is satisfied with the supervision undertaken by the Bank throughout the design, implementation and 

completion phases of the project. According to the Borrower, the Bank was very engaged in the project and involved 

in all consultations with the stakeholders as well as in all consultative meetings with road users and local authorities 

at Nkhata Bay and Mzuzu and along the road during project preparation and partly during project appraisal. The PCR 

stated that, the Bank’s Task Team managed the day to day issues of the project in consultation with the government 

counter-parts and ensured smooth progression of the project. The above activities helped to identify issues and to 

guide the Roads Authority and the Roads Fund Administration accordingly. This effort resulted in completing the 

road project smoothly and within budget. 

 

The Borrower indicated that the Bank always gave advice on how they could address challenges and difficulties to 

the progress of work. It is reported that, during project implementation, the Bank provided guidance on procurement, 



 

 

 

financial management and disbursements. The Bank also provided training to Roads Authority and Roads Fund 

Administration on procurement procedures and financial management. These interventions helped in ensuring smooth 

implementation of the project especially from the point of view of fiduciary management.  The use of lessons from 

previous operations was good. 

 

The review assessed the M&E aspects of the design as inadequate. The design only provided scantly details on 

monitoring and nothing mentioned about evaluation. The M&E framework is not clear regarding how the processes 

towards achieving outcomes and outputs were going to be monitored.   This is considered very critical for the 

successful implementation of the project. The utilization of M&E information was also not adequately addressed. 

 

The Bank conducted two supervision missions per year having on board the required experts (Supervisions usually 

comprised of a full Bank team of experts, including engineer (task manager), environmental specialist, financial 

management specialist, and procurement specialist, and on some occasions, a Bank gender specialist) during project 

implementation to monitor, give timely, practical and useful technical guidance, promote stakeholders’ participation 

during site and wrap-up meetings and report on the project progress though reports on these missions were not made 

available to this review. However, the borrowers were satisfied with the outcomes of the missions and believed that 

the advisory and technical support provided during and after missions helped them a lot. 

 

The Bank’s assessment of itself corroborated the assessment of the Borrower. The PCR, however, noted the delays 

experienced in few cases in getting responses to the requests for ‘no objections’. As expected, the PCR indicated that, 

the presence of the task manager in the country helped a lot in resolving challenges confronted by the project without 

much delays. 

 

The PCR gave a rating of 3.8 (Highly Satisfactory) because of the few delays encountered in obtaining responses for 

‘No Objection’ request. There were some design weaknesses contributing to the project’s one extra year extension to 

the implantation period. This together with the ‘few’ referred to delays in responding to ‘no objection’ request makes 

the review recommend a Satisfactory (3) rating. 

 

 

b. Borrower performance:  
Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the Borrower’s performance throughout the project cycle 

(design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to questions defined in the PCR Guidance Note.    

 

The PCR indicates that, overall the Borrower’s performance was satisfactory. This is justified by the borrower being 

very cooperative with the Bank and complying with all the Bank’s guidance and comments on all procurement 

documentation as well on project and contract management issues. The Roads Authority guided and facilitated the 

securing of all necessary government permits by the contractor. This helped smooth progression of the works and 

avoided work stoppages.  The Beneficiary also complied with all loan covenants, except there were some lapses in 

submitting financial management reports and quarterly reports as required and stipulated in the loan agreement. 

Compliance to project covenants was assessed as Satisfactory. All project covenants were said to have been fulfilled 

by the Borrower.  The Borrower complied with all loan covenants, except there were some lapses in submitting 

financial management reports and quarterly reports as required and stipulated in the loan agreement. There were no 

reported delays in payment of Government portion. Annual audits covering the project’s financial and technical 

aspects for the period between project start and completion were prepared and submitted to the Bank as required. The 

Borrowers’ compliance with Environmental Safeguards was satisfactory. The ESIA and Environmental Management 

and Monitoring Plan were prepared and were used as tools by RA and supervision consultant to monitor the 

Contractor‘s compliance. The PCR gave a score of 3 (Satisfactory). This evaluation agrees with this score because it 

has been reported that the Borrower delayed in submitting quarterly project progress reports and financial reports.  

 

 



 

 

 

c. Performance of other stakeholders:  
Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the other shareholders’ performance throughout the 

project cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to relevant questions specific to each 

stakeholder (co-financiers, NGO, contractors and service providers).    

 

The PCR assessed the overall performance by the stakeholders as Highly Satisfactory (4). It is indicated that wide 

stakeholder consultations were conducted during project preparation and at the latter stages of the preparation of the 

Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) for all project affected persons (PAPs). The PCR gave examples of stakeholder 

cooperation including, the local authorities and the road users making valuable contributions during preparation of 

the RAP in terms of vacating the road reserve in good time to pave way for construction works after payment of 

compensation; the utility companies relocated all the services at Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay and along the road way 

before the road works commenced;  the land owners along the road cooperated in terms of permitting their land to be 

exploited for quarrying of aggregates and borrowing of gravel for road works; the construction team complied with 

all government environmental requirements in terms of obtaining the necessary permits for quarrying, borrowing and 

abstraction of surface and underground water resources for construction purposes. In addition to the above, the 

construction team constructed a high-quality road which the Government and the general public has applauded as one 

of the best roads in Malawi.  

 

The PCR gave a score (Highly Satisfactory) which this evaluation agrees with this score. 

 

5. SUMMARY OF OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE 

 

a. Overall assessment:  
Provide a summary of the project/programme’s overall performance based on the PCR 4 key components (Relevance, Effectiveness, 

Efficiency and Sustainability). Any difference with the PCR and the reasons that have resulted in them should be mentioned. For cases with 

insufficient evidence (from the PCR and other documents) available, the evaluator should assign a partly satisfactory rating (to be revised) 

until a PPER is complete.  

 

The review agreed with the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating given to the relevance of the development objective on the 

basis that, the project was very much in line with the national strategies and sectoral priorities of the Government of 

Malawi as well as the Bank’s Interim Country Strategy Paper (ICSP, 2011-2012 and the Country Strategy Paper 

(2013-2017) committed to the development of transport infrastructure in Malawi. The review disagreed with the 

Highly Satisfactory (4) rating given to the relevance of the project designs and downgraded the rating to Satisfactory 

(3).   This is because of the weakness of M&E Framework and the failure of the PCR to assess or provide evidence 

relating to the soundness and the timing of eventual adjustments or technical solutions if any, the adequacy of the risk 

assessment, adequacy of environmental and social protection measures, adequacy of implementation arrangements, 

relevance of the prior actions, and effective involvement in the policy dialogue. The Highly Satisfactory (4) rating 

given to the overall dimension of relevance was downgraded by this review to Satisfactory (3.5). 

 

With regard to the Effectiveness dimension, the PCR indicated that, with the exception of Output 3 (road side market), 

all the planned outputs were achieved. The rehabilitation of the proposed 46 km of road between the towns of Mzuzu 

and Nkhata Bay was completed and the travel time reduced from more than one (1) hour to less than 40 minutes, and 

vehicle operating cost reduced from 0.49USD/vehicle-km to 0.37 USD/vehicle-km. Part of the balance of the loan 

was used to construct an additional 1.3km of dual carriageway in Mzuzu. The PCR indicated that the road side market 

construction was not done because of budget constraint. The PCR gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory for Outcome 

reporting which was confirmed by this evaluation.  This is because with the exception of Outcome 3 (reduction of 

road accidents by 60% with a baseline of 12) which could only be assessed in 2020 but indications of strong progress, 

the rest of the outcomes were fully achieved. With the outputs rating downgraded to Satisfactory (3), the Highly 

Satisfactory (4) rating given by the PCR to the development outcome rating was downgraded to Satisfactory (3). 

 



 

 

 

The Efficiency dimension was rated as Highly Satisfactory (3.88) by the PCR which was downgraded by this review 

to 2.75.  The PCR gave a timeliness rating of Satisfactory (3.5) even though the turnaround time was 0.83 which 

corresponds to a rating of 3. The review disagreed with the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating for resource use efficiency 

since the ratio of 0.98 corresponds to a rating of 2 (Unsatisfactory). The cost-benefit analysis slightly decreased from 

16.6% at design to 15.3% at completion and therefore downgraded the PCR rating to Satisfactory because the updated 

cost-benefit analysis points to almost equal ERRs. The PCR gave an overall IP rating of Highly Satisfactory (4) for 

the project which was downgraded to Satisfactory (3) due mainly to the weakness of M&E framework and its 

utilization, and the extension of the closing date of the project from 31st December 2017 to 31st March 2021.  

 

The PCR gave an overall rating of 3.88 (Highly Satisfactory) for the Sustainability dimension which was downgraded 

to 3.75. Of the four components of sustainability, the PCR gave a Satisfactory rating (3.5) rating to financial 

sustainability and the rest (Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities, ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships and environmental and social sustainability) a rating of Highly Satisfactory (4). While this review 

endorsed the Highly Satisfactory (4) ratings for the three components, it upgraded the rating for financial 

sustainability from 3.5 to 4 because of the strong evidence provided.  
 

In concluding, this review disagreed with the PCR’s overall assessment of the performance of the project as Highly 

Satisfactory with a score of 3.94 (corrected figure). Thus, this review gave an overall rating of 3.25 (Satisfactory). 

The overall PCR quality is rated as Good (2.89). 

 

 

b. Design, implementation and utilization of the M&E: 
Provide an assessment of planned and actual design, implementation and utilization of the M&E system. Design: To which extent the project 

M&E system was explicit, adequate and realistic to generate and analyze relevant data ; Implementation: To which extent relevant data was 

collected – Elements of M&E implementation and effectiveness in the PCR ; Utilization: degree of utilization of data generated for decision-

making and resource allocation – elements of M&E  utilization in the PCR. 

 

Information on monitoring and evaluation available to this evaluation was scanty to ensure an adequate assessment 

of project M&E. This evaluation notes that the Result Based Logical Framework in the appraisal report provides the 

results chain, baselines, indicators, targets, means of verification and key assumptions although baseline and target 

values for Outcome No.2 (Reduced incidences of road accidents) were missing.   The review also notes that PCR 

indicated that   the Bank Task Team managed the day to day issues of the project in consultation with the government 

counter-parts and ensured smooth progression of the project. In addition, the Task Team conducted two supervision 

missions (usually comprised a full Bank team of experts, including engineer (task manager), environmental specialist, 

financial management specialist, and procurement specialist, and on some occasions, a Bank gender specialist) per 

year during project implementation even though no evidence to the effect was provided to this review. Supervisions. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned, this review assesses the M&E of this project as unsatisfactory. This review 

envisages the putting in place of a   continuous process of keeping track of progress of implementation of the project 

in relation to planned inputs, activities and results, as well as the use of allocated resources. This review expected that 

a set of technical tools and institutional mechanisms would have been set up to ensure the timely production of key 

monitoring outputs to satisfy priority needs in terms of accountability, support to decision-making, and policy 

dialogue. It should be structured around indicators, which are the measures and shall provide benchmarks of 

performance of the input, activity or results (output or outcome) against which progress shall be monitored. In 

addition, it is important to provide a system that will provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and 

useful, enabling the timely incorporation of findings, recommendations and lessons into the decision-making 

processes of the implementing agencies. This will provide a strong basis for the appraisal of the relevance, efficiency, 

effectiveness of, as well as the impacts and sustainability generated by the project. Unfortunately, the M&E 

framework only focused on monitoring and did not sufficiently address the institutional requirements for M&E and 

the process. No distinct M&E reports were accessible to this review. The utilization of M&E information was also 

not clearly detailed out the PCR.   

 



 

 

 

 

6. EVALUATION OF KEY LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

a. Lessons learned:  
Provide a brief description of any agreement/disagreement with all or part of the lessons learned from the PCR after analysis of the project 

performance with regards each of the key components of the evaluation (Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability). List the 

main PCR and/or reformulated pertinent lessons learned for each of the above four components. It is recommended that no more than five 

lessons learned are discussed. Key questions and targeted audience must also be specified for each lesson learned. 

 

 

 

Original The Bank should find a way of including exogenous economic 

benefits in road projects, in addition to the traditional savings in 

travel time and vehicle operating costs. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

This is a recommendation.  

 

 

Original The Bank should commence paying for DRBs. This will ensure 

that the Bank is involved in the section of DRB members to 

ensure that only the best are included 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

This is a recommendation. 

 

 

Original In house training on claims analysis should be arranged for the 

Roads Authority and Roads Fund staff in a separate Bank project. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

 This is a recommendation, not a lesson. 

 

 

Original The consultations should be well planned beginning with, first 

mapping out all the necessary stakeholders and drawing up an 

agenda for each of the mapped stakeholders. This kind of 

planning helps to focus on issues affecting each constituency of 

stakeholders as well as ensures efficient participation. For 

example, public passenger drivers were able to point out accident 

prone spots along the road which helped design review engineers 

to focus more attention on such spots to design for safety. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

Holding Consultations that allow beneficiaries to voice out their 

expectations serve as a guide and ensure that rational demands of 

beneficiaries are addressed thus guaranteeing the cooperation of 

the local people, strengthening local ownership and sustainability 

of project interventions as it happened during the implementation 

of this project.  



 

 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

New lesson  

Reviewer 

comment 

 

 

 

b. Recommendations:  
Provide a brief description of any agreement/ disagreement with all or part of the recommendations from the PCR. List the main PCR and/or 

reformulated recommendations (required actions by the Borrower and/or the Bank).  

 

 

Original The Bank should find a way of including exogenous economic 

benefits in road projects, in addition to the traditional savings in 

travel time and vehicle operating costs. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
BankBank 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

Original The Bank should commence paying for DRBs. This will ensure that 

the Bank is involved in the section of DRB  members to ensure that 

only the best are included. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
BankBank 

Reviewer 

Comment 

This recommendation is not too clear and the justification is not well articulated.  

 

 

 

Original In-house training on claims analysis should be arranged for the 

Roads Authority and Roads Fund staff in a separate Bank project. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

The Roads Authority Staff should be trained in ‘Claims Analysis’. 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

The justification for this recommendation is not clear. Additionally, if is deemed relevant, the GoM can take 

responsibility for its implementation.  

 



 

 

 

 

New 

recommendation 

The GoM should consider establishing local partnership networks for the monitoring of road use and maintenance.  

Recipient(s) 

BeneficiaryBeneficiary 

Reviewer 

comment 

This will be useful for the strengthening of inclusiveness, local ownership and sustainability of road development 

initiatives. 

 

New 

recommendation 

The Bank should strengthen the Loan Agreement punitive actions associated with failure to submit the necessary 

project progress reports. 

Recipient(s) 

BeneficiaryBeneficiary 

Reviewer 

comment 

This will act as an incentive for the executing agencies to implement reporting requirements on the projects. 

 

New 

recommendation 

The Bank should share and explain the templates on quarterly progress reports, financial management reports, etc. 

during project launch followed by training on project implementation and report preparation.  

Recipient(s) 

BeneficiaryBeneficiary 

Reviewer 

comment 

This will ensure that all persons charged with project implementation are up to speed with the reporting and 

formatting requirements of the implementation progress reports. 

 

    
 

7. COMMENTS ON PCR QUALITY AND TIMELINESS 
The overall PCR quality rating is based on the criteria presented in the annexe and other: The quality of the PCR is rated as highly satisfactory 

(HS) (4), satisfactory (S) (3), unsatisfactory (US) (2), and highly unsatisfactory (HUS) (1). The timeliness of the PCR is rated as on time (4) or 

late (1). The participation of the Borrower, co-financier, and the bank’s external office(s) are rated as follows: HS (4), S (3), US (2), HUS (1). 

 
 

The PCR overall quality is rated 3.0 (Satisfactory) based on the scoring of the 9 criteria as captured in Annex 1. 

Every section of the PCR was completed but there were cases of inconsistencies, inaccuracies and weak analysis. It 

gave detailed account of project implementation and levels of completion. It presented gender disaggregated data 

on project outputs and outcomes where required. The PCR can be regarded as generally objective since explanations 

were often provided to justify scores given to dimensions even though there were few cases where convincing 

explanations were not provided. The key factors also identified were deemed to be properly thought-out. However, 

there were few shortcoming like lessons learnt were found to be inadequately stated and in most cases appeared as 

recommendations. The PCR also had no references to ascertain the various sources of information and data to arrive 

at conclusions. It is important to point out that the PCR had a couple of editorial problems which could have been 

addressed if the document was properly quality assured. The PCR identified unintended consequences that were 

generally agreeable with this evaluation. No annexes included to show documents used as reference point. The PCR 

is dated 14th December 2018. The mission was undertaken from 20th - 30th November 2018. 

 



 

 

 

There are few observations that this evaluation would like to outline for the improvement of both the PCR and the 

PCREN.  

 

• There are variations between the PCR and the PCREN Tables. While in the PCR rating table there is only 

one row (Development Objective), the PCREN rating table has three rows (Delivery of outputs, Realization 

of outcomes and Development Objective (DO). Also, in the PCR rating table, implementation progress is 

captured under EFFICIENCY while this aspect is dealt with under SUSTAINABILITY in the PCREN rating 

table. These variations can affect the comparisons of the main categories between the two sets of evaluation. 

For example, if the harmonization of the two tables is attempted, the averages will be affected. Another 

observed variation is that the rating table for the PSC had two rows, (i) the average of the dimension rating; 

and (ii) the overall project completion ratings. In the case of the PCREN table, only the overall project 

completion ratings is provided for. Probably, for the purposes of compatibility and consistency, consideration 

could be given to including the average of the dimension rating row.  

• Limitation of resource materials (documentations) for the evaluation. This affected the reviewer to effectively 

carry out triangulation, verification of facts from source materials and deepen understanding and appreciation 

of events leading to closure of project.  

• As indicted earlier, the PCR made no reference to documents that were reviewed during the preparation of 

the PCR. 

• No information was provided required the conduct of any mid-term review.  

• Implementation support missions were undertaken at least twice every year but no report of such missions 

was provided to this evaluation. 

• There were inconsistencies between the appraisal report and the PCR including the only quarterly 

implementation progress report that was submitted and no explanations were provided for the inconsistencies. 

• It is the expectation that regular project quarterly reviews are undertaken as part of the implementation 

monitoring support to the project. This evaluation had evidence of the conduct of only one quarterly 

monitoring mission since only one report (project quarterly report of September 2017) was made available to 

this evaluation 

• Reliance mostly on information provided in the PCR to carry out this evaluation – the problem is conclusions 

reached by this evaluation will in most cases be based on information provided in the PCR. 

• Most of the lessons learnt were presented as recommendations. Their usefulness was therefore put into 

question. Lessons learnt are generalizations based on evaluation experiences with projects, programs or 

policies that abstract from specific circumstances to broader situations. There may be need for in-house 

discussion on this for improvement of future PCRs. 

• The PCR and all other project documents should be properly edited.  

• It is observed that in the scoring of a few of the dimensions, the PCR staff guidance directives were not 

followed. This has been identified in the report. 
 

 

8. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION 
This is a summary of both the PCR and IDEV ratings with justification for deviations. Appropriate section of the PCR Evaluation should be 

indicated in the last column in order to avoid detailed comments. If the evaluator is unable to validate a PCR rating on one of the four 

evaluation criteria, s/he must provide an appropriate explanation for this.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Criteria PCR PCREN Reason for disagreement/ Comments 

RELEVANCE 4 3.5 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating (4) in 

the overall assessment of Effectiveness which was 

also rated by this review as Highly Satisfactory but 

with a score of 3.5.  

Relevance of project 

development objective 

4 4 The project was well aligned with the national 

development strategy, programme and sectoral 

priorities of the Government of Malawi (GoM) and 

with the Bank’s Interim Country Strategy Paper 

(ICSP, 2011-2012 and the Country Strategy Paper 

(2013-2017)).  During the implementation of the 

project, the objective of the project remained perfectly 

aligned with the country's development priorities and 

strategies and with the Bank's sectoral and 

intervention strategies, and the priority needs of the 

beneficiaries. The project objective continues to 

remain aligned to the current Malawi Growth and 

Development Strategy Phase (2017-2022). Thus, the 

review confirms as Highly Satisfactory (4), the 

relevance of the project's development objective. 

Relevance of Project 

Design 

4 3 The design considered all the aspects of the project, 

including, technical, social, and environment. 

Measures to address the key concerns raised during 

consultations were included in the design. Donor 

coordination arrangement is satisfactorily described 

and viewed as adequate for institutional, policy and 

projects financing and implementation issues.  The 

logframe followed a clear logic from outputs to 

outcomes to impact, and supported by concrete 

assumptions and realistic risks. Sound basis was 

provided for the selection of the technical solution 

adopted for the project and the limitations of other 

options adequately highlighted. Key lessons from the 

past and on-going lending operations in the sector 

were considered in the design of the project. This 

evaluation is satisfied with the institutional, financial, 

procurement and mitigation measures proposed at 

design. However, while the Logframe provided some 

basis for determining outcomes and inputs, some of 

the indicators had no measures. The M&E framework 

is also not detailed to ensure effective monitoring of 

the process, evaluation of the project and utilization of 

M&E information was also not adequately addressed. 
The project was extended by 12 months because of 

some delays.  The PCR was silent on issues such as 

the adequacy of the risk assessment, environmental 

and social protection measures, and implementation 

arrangements, relevance of the prior actions, the policy 



 

 

 

dialogue and the extent to which the operation could 

have been more pro-poor in its design. Based on the 

above, this review downgraded the Highly 

Satisfactory rating given by the PCR to Satisfactory. 

EFFECTIVENESS 4 3 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating (4) in 

the overall assessment of Effectiveness which was 

downgraded to Satisfactory (3) by this review.  

Delivery of outputs 3.8 3 According to the PCR, with the exception of Output 3 

(road side market), all the planned outputs were 

achieved. For Output 1, the rehabilitation of the 

proposed 46 km of road between the towns of Mzuzu 

and Nkhata Bay was completed. Part of the balance of 

the loan was used to construct an additional 1.3km of 

dual carriageway in Mzuzu. The target of 20 staff 

trained was surpassed since 40 staff were reported to 

have already benefitted from training. This evaluation 

downgraded the PCR score because the road side 

market construction was suspended because of budget 

constraint. Consequently, Output 3 was given a score 

of 1 (Highly Unsatisfactory) because the market was 

not done. The PCR gave a rating of 3.8 which was 

downgraded by the review to 3 (Satisfactory). 

Realization of outcomes 4 4 According to the PCR, the project design has been 

conducive to achieve the project outcomes. The travel 

time from between Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay had been 

reduced from more than one (1) hour to less than 40 

minutes. Vehicle operating cost reduced from 

0.49USD/vehicle-km to 0.37 USD/ veh-km. To ensure 

the reduction of accidents, the road had been widened, 

all the sharp bends had been removed. The 

International Roughness Index (IRI) was reduced from 

> 6.0 IRI to <3.5. The road had been surfaced with 

asphalt concrete and the roughness index was less than 

3.0. For Outcome 4 (No. of jobs created), the target of 

creating 300 jobs was fully achieved. 

The PCR is however positive that the target will be 

achieved, since all accident prone curves have been 

flattened and widened. 

Development Objective 

(DO) 

4 3 The overall development objective was to reduce 

transportation costs between the towns of Mzuzu and 

Nkahata through savings in travel vehicle operating 

costs. According to the PCR, with the exception of 

Output 3 (road side market), all the planned outputs 

were achieved. The PCR gave a score of 3.8 (Highly 

Satisfactory) for Outputs reporting. This evaluation 

downgraded this rating to 3 (Satisfactory).  The PCR 

gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory for Outcome 

reporting which was confirmed by this review.   Since 

the Outcome rating is highly Satisfactory and the 



 

 

 

Output rating is Satisfactory, this review rates the 

project development outcome as Satisfactory (3).  

EFFICIENCY 3.88 2.75 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating (3.88) in 

the overall assessment of Efficiency which was 

downgraded to Satisfactory (2.75) by this review.  

Timeliness 3.5 3 The turnaround time as reported by the PCR is 0.83. 

Even though the ratio is less than one (1) which should 

have given a rating of 3, the PCR is noted to have 

given a rating of 3.5 whose justification is difficult to 

grasp. This review gives a rating of Satisfactory (3) 

since the ratio is greater than 0.75 but less than 1.  

Resource use efficiency 4 2 The construction of the roadside market which was 

part of the original design was suspended while the 

construction of an additional 1.3 km of dual 

carriageway in Mzuzu town which was not part of the 

original design was accommodated. The PCR was 

however silent on the reasons for these changes and 

would have been useful to explain the reasons behind 

the changes. In terms of the rating, the ratio of the 

median percentage physical implementation of the 

project outputs and commitment rate is 0.98. This 

corresponds with a rating of 2 (Unsatisfactory). 

Cost-benefit analysis 4 3 At design, the ERR was estimated at 16.6%. 

According to the PCR, the ERR reduced marginally to 

15.3% implying a variation of 1.3%.  This, according 

to the PCR shows that the indicated ERR is 

conservative and the actual benefits are much higher 

The PCR gave a score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory) which 

does not correspond with the guidelines for scoring 

cost-benefit. Consequently, this evaluation disagrees 

with this score and gives a score of 3 (Satisfactory) 

since the updated cost-benefit analysis points to a 

lower ERR estimate than anticipated at approval. 

Implementation progress 

(Compliance with (i) 

with covenants; (ii) 

project systems and 

procedures; (iii) project 

execution and financing) 

4 3 The Project performed satisfactorily in achieving the 

project development outcome since 3 out of the 4 

outcomes and outputs in each case were achieved. 

Compliance to project covenants was assessed as 

Satisfactory. All project covenants were said to have 

been fulfilled by the Borrower.  The Borrower 

complied with all loan covenants, except there were 

some lapses in submitting financial management 

reports and quarterly reports as required and stipulated 

in the loan agreement. There were no reported delays 

in payment of Government portion. Annual audits 

covering the project’s financial and technical aspects 

for the period between project start and completion 

were prepared and submitted to the Bank as required. 

The Borrowers’ compliance with Environmental 

Safeguards was satisfactory. The ESIA and 

Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan 



 

 

 

were prepared and were used as tools by RA and 

supervision consultant to monitor the Contractor‘s 

compliance. The review assessed the M&E aspects of 

the design as inadequate. The design only provided 

scantly details on monitoring and nothing mentioned 

about evaluation. The M&E framework is not clear 

regarding how the processes towards achieving 

outcomes and outputs were going to be monitored.   

This is considered very critical for the successful 

implementation of the project. The utilization of M&E 

information was also not adequately addressed. The 

PCR gave a rating of 3.5 which is downgraded to 3 

(Satisfactory) by this review. 

SUSTAINABILITY 3.88 3.75 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating (3.88) in 

the overall assessment of Sustainability which was 

rated same by this review but a lower score of 3.75.  

Financial sustainability 3.5 4 The arrangements for financial sustainability of the 

plant are assessed as adequate. According to the PCR, 

there are three main sources of road sector financing, 

namely: (i) the Road Fund mainly from the fuel levy 

and is used for routine maintenance and light 

rehabilitation works; (ii) Government development 

budget used for upgrades and periodic maintenance; 

and (iii) Loans and grants from development partners 

used for periodic maintenance.  This review upgrades 

the PCR rating of 3.5 to 4 (Highly Satisfactory) 

because of the conviction that the proposed financial 

sustainability arrangements are adequate. 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

4 4 The Government of Malawi has in place an 

institutional arrangement that is conducive for the 

effective management of the country’s roads. The 

institutional arrangement ensures an ordered and 

systematic financing and management of the road 

network. The Roads Authority has been established 

through an Act of parliament to plan and manage the 

public road network. The PCR also indicated that the 

Government had put in place a sustainable legal and 

institutional framework which ensures consistency in 

the management of the public road networks. In terms 

of capacity strengthening, this project had a 

component dedicated to capacity building to ensure 

that the required expertise to effectively handle the 

operation and management of the major roads and 

related activities is available.  This evaluation agrees 

with the score of 4 (Highly Satisfactory) given by the 

PCR because of the conviction that the arrangements 

and mechanisms already put in place will guarantee 

effective management of the road.    



 

 

 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 3 This evaluation is satisfied with the efforts made 

during the design of the project to ensure that wide 

consultation were carried out and the beneficiaries 

were part of the process. The PCR also indicated that 

the Roads Fund Administration intends to install road 

toll plazas along the Mzuzu-Nkhata Bay Bay-Salima 

as a means of raising additional funds for maintenance 

in order to reduce the dependence on external support 

for road maintenance which this evaluation regards as 

demonstration of ownership. This evaluation also 

believes that it is worthwhile to think of creating local 

partnership networks or encouraging the existence of 

civil society organizations with a focus on partnering 

with Government to monitor the use and maintenance 

of major roads. Such will strengthen local ownership 

especially by the people. The PCR gave a score of 4 

(Highly Satisfactory).  This review gives a score of 3 

(Satisfactory) because partnership aspect was not 

properly addressed. 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 

4 4 The Roads Authority ensures that Environmental 

Mitigation Plans are in place and all statutory permits 

are obtained by contractors for borrow pits and 

quarries, ground water and surface water abstraction, 

disposal of debris, etc. In addition to the above, 

Environmental and Social Impact Assessments 

(ESIA) are conducted on all road projects with 

associated Environmental Management Plans (EMP) 

and Resettlement Action Plans (RAP), put in place 

where required. These process are required by law to 

ensure that the environment and livelihoods of the 

Project Affected Persons (PAPs) are protected. This 

evaluation views the above as too general and 

describing what the Government of Malawi has 

generally put in place for all road projects. This 

evaluation will be more interested in the PCR 

outlining how these arrangements affected the 

implementation of the project. According to the 4th 

Quarter Implementation Progress Report of 

27/12/2018, the GoM has complied with all 

environmental and social safeguards.  In both the PCR 

and the quarterly implementation progress report 

much details have not been provided regarding the 

social mitigation measures especially how they were 

applied to meet the social safeguards requirements of 

the project.  In addition to impacts highlighted by 

the PCR, this review notes the additional positive 

social impacts including the project’s impact on 

job creation, increase in productivity, 

improvement in access to markets, the reduction 



 

 

 

in time of time to travel to school, hospitals and 

other social events due to the improvement in road 

conditions; also the reduction in wear and tear of 

vehicles due to improvement of the roads, as well 

as reduction in general travel costs which are 

positives. The review validates the PCR’s Highly 

Satisfactory rating on the basis of the additional 

positive social impact by the project. 

OVERALL PROJECT 

COMPLETION 

RATING 

3.94 3.25 On the basis of the scores provided in the PCR 

table, the average should be 3.94 but is stated as 

3.86 in the overall PCR table which suggests there 

is a mathematical error. The table also does not 

provide averages for the four (4) categories. The 

PCR gives a Highly Satisfactory Rating of 3.94 

which was downgraded by this review to 

Satisfactory (3.25). 

Bank performance: 4 3 The Borrower indicated that the Bank always gave 

advice on how they could address challenges and 

difficulties to the progress of work. It is reported that, 

during project implementation, the Bank provided 

guidance on procurement, financial management and 

disbursements. The Bank also provided training to 

Roads Authority and Roads Fund Administration on 

procurement procedures and financial management. 

These interventions helped in ensuring smooth 

implementation of the project especially from the 

point of view of fiduciary management.  The use of 

lessons from previous operations was good. The 

Bank’s assessment of itself corroborated the 

assessment of the Borrower. The PCR, however, noted 

the delays experienced in few cases in getting 

responses to the requests for ‘no objections’. As 

expected, the PCR indicated that, the presence of the 

task manager in the country helped a lot in resolving 

challenges confronted by the project without much 

delays. The PCR gave a rating of 3.8 (Highly 

Satisfactory) because of the few delays encountered in 

obtaining responses for ‘No Objection’ request. There 

were some design weaknesses contributing to the 

project’s one extra year extension to the implantation 

period. This together with the ‘few’ referred to delays 

in responding to ‘no objection’ request makes the 

review recommend a Satisfactory (3) rating. 

Borrower performance: 3 3 The PCR indicates that, overall the Borrower’s 

performance was satisfactory. This is justified by the 

borrower being very cooperative with the Bank and 

complying with all the Bank’s guidance and comments 

on all procurement documentation as well on project 

and contract management issues. The Roads Authority 



 

 

 

guided and facilitated the securing of all necessary 

government permits by the contractor. The Borrower 

also complied with all loan covenants, except that 

there were some lapses in submitting financial 

management reports and quarterly reports as required 

and stipulated in the loan agreement.  

Performance of other 

stakeholders: 

4 4 The PCR gave examples of stakeholder cooperation 

including, the local authorities and the road users 

making valuable contributions during preparation of 

the RAP in terms of vacating the road reserve in good 

time to pave way for construction works after payment 

of compensation; the utility companies relocated all 

the services at Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay and along the 

road way before the road works commenced;  the land 

owners along the road cooperated in terms of 

permitting their land to be exploited for quarrying of 

aggregates and borrowing of gravel for road works; 

the construction team complied with all government 

environmental requirements in terms of obtaining the 

necessary permits for quarrying, borrowing and 

abstraction of surface and underground water 

resources for construction purposes. In addition to the 

above, the construction team constructed a high-

quality road which the Government and the general 

public has applauded as one of the best roads in 

Malawi.  

Overall PCR quality:  2.89 This evaluation rates overall PCR quality as Good 

 
 

9. PRIORITY FOR FUTURE EVALUATIVE WORK: PROJECT FOR PERFORMANCE 

EVALUTION REPORT, IMPACT EVALUTION, COUNTRY/SECTOR REVIEWS OR 

THEMATIC EVALUATION STUDIES:     

         

- Project is part of a series and suitable for cluster evaluation        

- Project is a success story        

- High priority for impact evaluation  

- Performance evaluation is required to sector/country review  

- High priority for thematic or special evaluation studies (Country)  

- PPER is required because of incomplete validation rating  

 
Major areas of focus for future evaluation work: 

 
a) Performance evaluation is required for sector/ country review  

b) Cluster evaluation (institutional support) 

c) Sector evaluation (budgetary support or public finance management reforms) 

 



 

 

 

Follow up action by IDEV: 
Identify same cluster or sector operations; organize appropriate work or consultation mission to 

facilitate a), b) and/or c).  

 

Division Manager clearance                                                       Director signing off  

 

 

 
Data source for validation: 

• Task Manager/ Responsible bank staff interviewed/contacted (in person, by telephone or email) 

• Documents/ Database reports  

 

Attachment:  

• PCR evaluation note validation sheet of performance ratings 

• List of references  
 
 

   

   

   



 

 

 

   

   
 

 
 
Annex 1 

 
PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE  
Validation of PCR performance ratings  
 
PCR rating scale: 

 

Score Description (see PCR preparation guidelines for details) 
4 Highly Satisfactory (HS)  
3 Satisfactory (S)  
2 Unsatisfactory (US)  
1 Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS) 
UTS Unable to score/rate 
NA Non Applicable 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

RELEVANCE Relevance of the 

project development 

objective (DO) during  

implementation   

4 4 The project was well aligned with the national 

development strategy, programme and sectoral 

priorities of the Government of Malawi (GoM) 

and with the Bank’s Interim Country Strategy 

Paper (ICSP, 2011-2012 and the Country 

Strategy Paper (2013-2017)).  During the 

implementation of the project, the objective of 

the project remained perfectly aligned with the 

country's development priorities and strategies 

and with the Bank's sectoral and intervention 

strategies, and the priority needs of the 

beneficiaries. The project objective continues to 

remain aligned to the current Malawi Growth 

and Development Strategy Phase (2017-2022). 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Thus, the review confirms as Highly 

Satisfactory (4), the relevance of the project's 

development objective. 

Relevance of project 

design (from approval 

to completion)  

4 3 The design considered all the aspects of the 

project, including, technical, social, and 

environment. Measures to address the key 

concerns raised during consultations were 

included in the design. Donor coordination 

arrangement is satisfactorily described and 

viewed as adequate for institutional, policy and 

projects financing and implementation issues.  

The logframe followed a clear logic from 

outputs to outcomes to impact, and supported 

by concrete assumptions and realistic risks. 

Sound basis was provided for the selection of 

the technical solution adopted for the project 

and the limitations of other options adequately 

highlighted. Key lessons from the past and on-

going lending operations in the sector were 

considered in the design of the project. This 

evaluation is satisfied with the institutional, 

financial, procurement and mitigation measures 

proposed at design. However, while the 

Logframe provided some basis for determining 

outcomes and inputs, some of the indicators had 

no measures. The M&E framework is also not 

detailed to ensure effective monitoring of the 

process, evaluation of the project and utilization 

of M&E information was also not adequately 

addressed. The project was extended by 12 

months because of some delays.  The PCR was 

silent on issues such as the adequacy of the risk 

assessment, environmental and social 

protection measures, and implementation 

arrangements, relevance of the prior actions, the 

policy dialogue and the extent to which the 

operation could have been more pro-poor in its 

design. Based on the above, this review 

downgraded the Highly Satisfactory rating 

given by the PCR to Satisfactory. 
OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 4 3.5 The PCR gave a score of 4 (Highly 

Satisfactory) which this review downgraded 

to 3.5. 

EFFECTIVENES

S 

Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 

Outcome1 (Reduction 

in transportation costs  

- Travel time and 

4 4 

100% complete. (i) > 1 hour reduced to <40 

minutes; and (ii) 0.49USD/ vehicle-km reduced 

to .37 USD/veh-km. The road has been 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

composite vehicle 

operating costs )  

 

 

widened, all the sharp bends have been 

removed. Stopping sight distances have been 

increased and all black-spots have been 

removed. 

 

Outcome 2 (Improved 

road condition 

(International 

Roughness Index – 

IRI))  

4 4 

100% complete. IRI > 6.0 reduced to IRI <3.5. 

The road has been surfaced with asphalt 

concrete. The roughness index is now less than 

3.0. 

Outcome 3 (Number 

of accidents)  

 

UTS UTS 

12 accidents reduced by 60% in 2020. This was 

not assessed. This will be known 1 years after 

opening the road to traffic. There are however 

indications that this target will be achieved 

since all accident prone curves have been 

flattened and widened. Based on the above, it 

can be seen that, the initial outcome objectives 

have been achieved. 

 

Outcome 4 (No. of 

jobs created)  

 

4 4 

Achieved by over 100%. Jobs created from 

none to over 400. 

 

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output 1 (46km of 

road  Rehabilitated 

between Mzuzu and 

Nkhatabay)  

4 4 > 100% achieved. The planned 46km of road 

rehabilitation was completed. Part of the loan 

balance was used to construct an additional 1.3 

km of dual carriageway in Mzuzu town. 

 

Output 2 (Road Sector 

Needs Assessment 

Study carried out) 

4 4 100% achieved. Report prepared. Roads 

Authority prepared a similar report using their 

own funds. 

 

Output 3 (Road side 

Market) 

 

No. of staff trained  

(project and contract 

management, 

procurement, road 

asset management, 

financial management, 

etc) ) 

UTS UTS This output was not delivered. The construction 

of the roadside market was suspended because 

of inadequacy of funding. 

Output 4 (No of jobs 

created) 

4 4 > 100% achieved. Local engineers were also 

trained in FIDC contract administration. 

 

Development objective (DO) 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Development 

objective rating 

4 3 The overall development objective was to 

reduce transportation costs between the towns 

of Mzuzu and Nkahata through savings in travel 

vehicle operating costs. According to the PCR, 

with the exception of Output 3 (road side 

market), all the planned outputs were achieved. 

The PCR gave a score of 3.8 (Highly 

Satisfactory) for Outputs reporting. This 

evaluation downgraded this rating to 3 

(Satisfactory).  The PCR gave a score of 4 

(Highly Satisfactory for Outcome reporting 

which was confirmed by this review.   Since the 

Outcome rating is highly Satisfactory and the 

Output rating is Satisfactory, this review rates 

the project development outcome as 

Satisfactory (3).  

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1  

>400,000 benefit from 

the project 

UTS UTS The PCR indicates that the target of more than 

400,000 small-scale farmers and traders 

benefiting from project had been reached as at 

PCR preparation and that >50% were women. 

More than 300 temporary jobs will be created; 

business opportunities will be created for 

suppliers of goods and services to the contractor 

and selling of merchandise to construction 

workers at road-side markets for which the 

women will be the majority; and HIV/ AIDs and 

road safety awareness campaigns will be 

conducted. However, the beneficiaries have not 

been categorized to know how many youths, 

disabled, farmers, traders etc. are benefiting 

from the project.  This categorization would 

have thrown more light on the spread of 

benefits. The unanticipated outcomes was not 

rated by the PCR. 

Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative not considered in the project logical framework) 

and their level of impact on the project (high, moderate, low) 

Institutional 

development 

Positive/

High 

Positive/

High 

The project strengthened the capacity of the 

Roads Authority of Malawi which was the 

executing agency. Other related institutions of 

government participating in the project also 

benefitted from institutional development and 

capacity building support. 

Social/Gender/ 

Employment 

Positive/

Medium 

Positive/

Medium 

More than 70% of women work on subsistence 

farms. The road will assist them to transport 

their produce to markets. The road may have a 

medium impact on agriculture. This is because 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

agriculture productivity depends on other 

government policies and programs. 

Environment & 

climate change  

UTS UTS No perceived linkage. 

Poverty reduction 

Positive/

Medium 

Positive/

Medium 

This project will help in reducing poverty since 

it will reduce transportation cost, facilitate fast 

movement, create jobs and promote farming 

and trading activities. 

Private sector 

development 

Positive/

Medium 

Positive/

Medium 

The construction of the road was awarded to a 

private sector company and according to the 

PCR, there are prospects for more private sector 

participation when the toll gate system is 

introduced. 

Regional integration 

Positive/

High 

Positive/

High 

The road is said to link Malawi and 

neighbouring countries which will facilitate 

regional integration especially cross-border 

trade. 

Other (specify)  
   

 
 

   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 4 3 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating 

(4) in the overall assessment of Effectiveness 

which was downgraded to Satisfactory (3) by 

this review.  
EFFICIENCY 

Timeliness (based on 

the initial closing date) 

3.5 3 The turnaround time as reported by the PCR is 

0.83. Even though the ratio is less than one (1) 

which should have given a rating of 3, the PCR 

is noted to have given a rating of 3.5 whose 

justification is difficult to grasp. This review 

gives a rating of Satisfactory (3) since the ratio 

is greater than 0.75 but less than 1.  

Resource used 

efficiency 

4 2 The construction of the roadside market which 

was part of the original design was suspended 

while the construction of an additional 1.3 km 

of dual carriageway in Mzuzu town which was 

not part of the original design was 

accommodated. The PCR was however silent 

on the reasons for these changes and would have 

been useful to explain the reasons behind the 

changes. In terms of the rating, the ratio of the 

median percentage physical implementation of 

the project outputs and commitment rate is 0.98. 

This corresponds with a rating of 2 

(Unsatisfactory). 

Cost-benefit analysis 
4 3 At design, the ERR was estimated at 16.6%. 

According to the PCR, the ERR reduced 

marginally to 15.3% implying a variation of 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

1.3%.  This, according to the PCR shows that 

the indicated ERR is conservative and the actual 

benefits are much higher The PCR gave a score 

of 4 (Highly Satisfactory) which does not 

correspond with the guidelines for scoring cost-

benefit. Consequently, this evaluation disagrees 

with this score and gives a score of 3 

(Satisfactory) since the updated cost-benefit 

analysis points to a lower ERR estimate than 

anticipated at approval. 

Implementation 

progress (from the 

IPR) 

4 3 The Project performed satisfactorily in 

achieving the project development outcome 

since 3 out of the 4 outcomes and outputs in 

each case were achieved. Compliance to project 

covenants was assessed as Satisfactory. All 

project covenants were said to have been 

fulfilled by the Borrower.  The Borrower 

complied with all loan covenants, except there 

were some lapses in submitting financial 

management reports and quarterly reports as 

required and stipulated in the loan agreement. 

There were no reported delays in payment of 

Government portion. Annual audits covering 

the project’s financial and technical aspects for 

the period between project start and completion 

were prepared and submitted to the Bank as 

required. The Borrowers’ compliance with 

Environmental Safeguards was satisfactory. 

The ESIA and Environmental Management and 

Monitoring Plan were prepared and were used 

as tools by RA and supervision consultant to 

monitor the Contractor‘s compliance. The 

review assessed the M&E aspects of the design 

as inadequate. The design only provided scantly 

details on monitoring and nothing mentioned 

about evaluation. The M&E framework is not 

clear regarding how the processes towards 

achieving outcomes and outputs were going to 

be monitored.   This is considered very critical 

for the successful implementation of the project. 

The utilization of M&E information was also 

not adequately addressed. The PCR gave a 

rating of 3.5 which is downgraded to 3 

(Satisfactory) by this review. 

Other (specify)    

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 3.88 2.75 The PCR gave a Highly Satisfactory rating 

(3.88) in the overall assessment of Efficiency 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

which was downgraded to Satisfactory (2.75) 

by this review.  
SUSTAINABILITY 

Financial 

sustainability 

3.5 4 The arrangements for financial sustainability of 

the plant are assessed as adequate. According to 

the PCR, there are three main sources of road 

sector financing, namely: (i) the Road Fund 

mainly from the fuel levy and is used for routine 

maintenance and light rehabilitation works; (ii) 

Government development budget used for 

upgrades and periodic maintenance; and (iii) 

Loans and grants from development partners 

used for periodic maintenance.  This review 

upgrades the PCR rating of 3.5 to 4 (Highly 

Satisfactory) because of the conviction that the 

proposed financial sustainability arrangements 

are adequate. 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

4 4 The Government of Malawi has in place an 

institutional arrangement that is conducive for 

the effective management of the country’s 

roads. The institutional arrangement ensures an 

ordered and systematic financing and 

management of the road network. The Roads 

Authority has been established through an Act 

of parliament to plan and manage the public 

road network. The PCR also indicated that the 

Government had put in place a sustainable legal 

and institutional framework which ensures 

consistency in the management of the public 

road networks. In terms of capacity 

strengthening, this project had a component 

dedicated to capacity building to ensure that the 

required expertise to effectively handle the 

operation and management of the major roads 

and related activities is available.  This 

evaluation agrees with the score of 4 (Highly 

Satisfactory) given by the PCR because of the 

conviction that the arrangements and 

mechanisms already put in place will guarantee 

effective management of the road.    
Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 3 This evaluation is satisfied with the efforts 

made during the design of the project to ensure 

that wide consultation were carried out and the 

beneficiaries were part of the process. The PCR 

also indicated that the Roads Fund 

Administration intends to install road toll plazas 

along the Mzuzu-Nkhata Bay Bay-Salima as a 

means of raising additional funds for 

maintenance in order to reduce the dependence 
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PCR work 
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IDEV 

review 
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on external support for road maintenance which 

this evaluation regards as demonstration of 

ownership. This evaluation also believes that it 

is worthwhile to think of creating local 

partnership networks or encouraging the 

existence of civil society organizations with a 

focus on partnering with Government to 

monitor the use and maintenance of major 

roads. Such will strengthen local ownership 

especially by the people. The PCR gave a score 

of 4 (Highly Satisfactory).  This review gives a 

score of 3 (Satisfactory) because partnership 

aspect was not properly addressed. 
Environmental and 

social sustainability 
4 4 The Roads Authority ensures that 

Environmental Mitigation Plans are in place 

and all statutory permits are obtained by 

contractors for borrow pits and quarries, ground 

water and surface water abstraction, disposal of 

debris, etc. In addition to the above, 

Environmental and Social Impact Assessments 

(ESIA) are conducted on all road projects with 

associated Environmental Management Plans 

(EMP) and Resettlement Action Plans (RAP), 

put in place where required. These process are 

required by law to ensure that the environment 

and livelihoods of the Project Affected Persons 

(PAPs) are protected. This evaluation views the 

above as too general and describing what the 

Government of Malawi has generally put in 

place for all road projects. This evaluation will 

be more interested in the PCR outlining how 

these arrangements affected the implementation 

of the project. According to the 4th Quarter 

Implementation Progress Report of 27/12/2018, 

the GoM has complied with all environmental 

and social safeguards.  In both the PCR and the 

quarterly implementation progress report much 

details have not been provided regarding the 

social mitigation measures especially how they 

were applied to meet the social safeguards 

requirements of the project.  In addition to 

impacts highlighted by the PCR, this review 

notes the additional positive social impacts 

including the project’s impact on job 

creation, increase in productivity, 

improvement in access to markets, the 

reduction in time of time to travel to school, 
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PCR work 
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IDEV 

review 
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hospitals and other social events due to the 

improvement in road conditions; also the 

reduction in wear and tear of vehicles due to 

improvement of the roads, as well as 

reduction in general travel costs which are 

positives. The review validates the PCR’s 

Highly Satisfactory rating on the basis of the 

additional positive social impact by the project. 
     

*The rating of the effectiveness component is obtained from the development objective (DO) rating in the latest IPR of the project 

(see Guidance Note on the IPR).  

The ratings for outputs and outcomes are determined based on the project’s progress towards realizing its targets, and the overall 

development objective of the project (DO) is obtained by combining the ratings obtained for outputs and outcomes  following the 

method defined in the IPR Guidance Note. The following method is applied: Highly satisfactory (4), Satisfactory (3), Unsatisfactory 

(2) and Highly unsatisfactory (1). 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

Work score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

BANK 

PERFORMANCE  

Proactive identification and 

resolution of problems at different 

stage of the project cycle 

4 4 The Borrower is satisfied with the 

supervision undertaken by the Bank 

throughout the design, 

implementation and completion 

phases of the project. According to 

the Borrower, during project 

implementation, the Bank provided 

guidance on procurement, financial 

management and disbursements. The 

Bank also provided training to Roads 

Authority and Roads Fund 

Administration on procurement 

procedures and financial 

management. These interventions 

helped to implement the project 

smoothly from the point of view of 

fiduciary, helped to identify issues 

and to guide the Roads Authority and 

the Roads Fund Administration 

accordingly, and resulted in 

completing the road project smoothly 

and within budget. 

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

4 4 The use of lessons from previous 

operations during the design was very 

good. This review is however privy to 

information relating to the use of 

previous lessons during the 

implementation of the project.  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 

4 3 The PCR indicates that key 

stakeholders were involved in the 

design of the project and in the 

implementation of some of the 

activities. They participated in the 

several missions undertaken by the 

Bank. 

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

4 3 The project did very well in 

complying with safeguards 

requirements and in conducting 

external audits. However, there were 

some lapses in the Borrower 

submitting financial reports as 

provided for in the loan agreement. 

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

4 2 This evaluation notes that target 

values for Outcome No.2 (Reduced 

incidences of road accidents) were 

missing.   This review assessed the 

M&E of this project as unsatisfactory. 

The M&E framework only focused 

on monitoring and did not sufficiently 

address the institutional requirements 

for M&E and the process. No distinct 

M&E reports were accessible to this 

review. The utilization of M&E 

information was also not clearly 

detailed out the PCR. 

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

4 3 The Bank indicated that the Task 

Team managed day to day issues of 

the project consultation with the 

government counter-parts and 

ensured smooth progression of the 

project. In addition, the Task Team 

conducted two supervision missions 

per year during project 

implementation even though only the 

Implementation Progress and Results 

report of the fourth quarter 2018 was 

provided to this review. Supervisions 

usually comprised of a full Bank team 

of experts, including engineer (task 

manager), environmental specialist, 

financial management specialist, and 

procurement specialist, and on some 

occasions, a Bank gender specialist 

even though evidence to ascertain this 

claim was not provided to this review. 

However, the borrower was satisfied 
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PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

with the outcomes of the missions and 

believed that the advisory and 

technical support provided during and 

after missions helped project 

implementation a lot. 

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

4 4 The Borrowers assessed the 

timeliness of responses to requests as 

highly satisfactory even though there 

are occasional cases when there were 

delays. The presence of the task 

manager in the country helped a lot to 

resolve project issues quickly for the 

Roads Authority to respond to the 

contractor and the consulting team 

quickly to avoid delays. 

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE 4 3 The PCR gave a rating of Highly 

Satisfactory while this evaluation 

gave a rating of Satisfactory. 

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 
Quality of preparation and 

implementation 

4 3 The Bank assessed the commitment 

showed by the GOM and the 

executing agency in the preparation 

of the designs as highly satisfactory. 

The Borrowers worked with the Bank 

to ensure that the project was 

prepared on time and the necessary 

loan conditions were met to avoid 

delay in the commencement of the 

project.   The borrower was very 

cooperative with the Bank and 

complied with all the Bank’s 

guidance and comments on all 

procurement documentation as well 

on project and contract management 

issues. The Roads Authority guided 

and facilitated the securing of all 

necessary government permits by the 

contractor. This helped smooth 

progression of the works and avoided 

work stoppages. 

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 

4 3 The borrower complied with all 

covenants particularly safeguards 

requirements and the conduct of 

external audits. However, there were 

some lapses in the Borrower 

submitting financial and quarterly 

reports as provided for in the loan 

agreement. 
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PCR work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
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Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 

4 3 There were no reported delays in 

payment of Government portion. 

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 

4 4 The Borrowers were responsive to 

Bank supervision findings and 

recommendations. There was timely 

action on Bank’s supervision 

recommendations.   

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 

4 4 This review was highly satisfied with 

the measures taken to establish 

suitability for all four components – 

financial sustainability, institutional 

sustainability and strengthening of 

capacities, ownership and 

sustainability of partnerships and 

environmental and social 

sustainability). 

Timeliness of preparing requests 3 3 The review was satisfied with the 

timeliness of preparing requests even 

though in some cases there were 

delays associated with the delays in 

submitting financial and quarterly 

reports. 

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE 

SCORE 

3 3 The PCR gave a rating of 

Satisfactory which is confirmed by 

this review.  
PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 

  The project did not have co-

financiers. The project was fully 

financed by the ADB with 

counterpart funding from the 

beneficiary. This aspect was therefore 

not assessed.   

Quality of policy dialogue with 

co-financiers (for PBOs only) 

4 4 This project was not co-financed by 

other donors. The GoM provided 

counterpart funds and the 

Government and Executing Agency 

held frequent interactions with them 

and policy-related issues were 

discussed.  It is also important to note 

that the beneficiary had well 

established institutional mechanisms 

for policy dialogues with donors in 

the sector. 

Quality of work by service 

providers  

4 4 Stakeholder participation was rated as 

Highly Satisfactory. The local 

authorities and the road users making 

valuable contributions during 

preparation of the RAP in terms of 

vacating the road reserve in good time 
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PCR work 
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IDEV 
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to pave way for construction works 

after payment of compensation; the 

utility companies relocated all the 

services at Mzuzu and Nkhata Bay 

and along the road way before the 

road works commenced;  the land 

owners along the road cooperated in 

terms of permitting their land to be 

exploited for quarrying of aggregates 

and borrowing of gravel for road 

works; the construction team 

complied with all government 

environmental requirements in terms 

of obtaining the necessary permits for 

quarrying, borrowing and abstraction 

of surface and underground water 

resources for construction purposes. 

In addition to the above. 

Responsiveness to client demands  4 4 The responsiveness of stakeholders to 

client’s demands was Highly 

Satisfactory. The construction team 

constructed a high-quality road which 

the Government and the general 

public has applauded as one of the 

best roads in Malawi. 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

4.0 4.0 Highly Satisfactory  

The overall rating is given: HS, S, US and HUS.   

 

(i) Highly satisfactory (HS) : 4 

(ii) Satisfactory  (S) :   3 

(iii) Unsatisfactory  (US) :   2 

(iv) Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS): 1 

 

 

 

 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTAION AND UTILIZATION OF MONITIRING AND 

EVALUATION (M&E) 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

M&E DESIGN 

M&E system is in place, clear, 

appropriate and realistic 
2 

Evidence was not provided to confirm that 

and M&E system that is clear, appropriate 

and realistic was put in place. There is no 

evidence to show that a system for a   

continuous process of keeping track of 

progress of implementation of the project 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

in relation to planned inputs, activities and 

results, as well as the use of allocated 

resources was put in place. This evaluation 

notes that the Result Based Logical 

Framework in the appraisal report 

provides the results chain, baselines, 

indicators, targets, means of verification 

and key assumptions although baseline 

and target values for Outcome No.2 

(Reduced incidences of road accidents) 

were missing.  According to the appraisal 

report, the RA was responsible for project 

progress monitoring and reporting.  In 

order to achieve this, the RA was expected 

to submit quarterly progress reports on: (i) 

overall progress of the project by 

component in terms of outputs; (ii) 

implement the ARAP in association with 

the RFA, and monitor implementation of 

the EMP by the construction team; and 

(iii) compile statistics on the outcome 

indicators and impact indicators before 

and after completion of the project. This 

review was not availed with evidence to 

show that the framework for the RA to 

undertake these responsibilities was put in 

place. The appraisal report also indicated 

that in all cases, the local authorities, and 

concerned NGOs where necessary were to 

monitor the impact of the project. Again, 

no details on how this was going to happen 

were provided and no evidence to show 

that this happened was provided. The 

Bank was expected to undertake 

supervision missions, twice a year, 

monitor implementation of the overall 

project activities and Loan Agreement 

covenants but no evidence to ascertain 

this.  A mid-term review was expected to 

be undertaken by the Bank. There was no 

proof to ascertain whether this was done.  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

2 

No evidence was provided to show that a 

Monitoring Plan including indicators was 

prepared and approved. 

Existence of disaggregated 

gender indicator 
3 

Yes but not for all outputs and outcomes. 

Only Indicators for Outputs 5 was 

disaggregated   by gender (300 jobs 

created by end 2014; 25% women)  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
3 

Baseline data was provided for all 

outcomes and outputs except for Outcome 

No.2 (Reduced incidences of road 

accidents). 

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 2.5 Unsatisfactory 

M&E 

IMPLEMENT

A-TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
2 

No evidence has been provided to show 

that M&E function is adequately equipped 

and staffed. 

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION 

SCORE 
2  

M&E 

UTILIZATION  
The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
2 

No evidence has been provided to show 

that the borrower used the tracking 

information for decision. 

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE 2 Unsatisfactory 

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
2.17 Unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 
 

Criteria PCR-EN (1-4) Comments 

Quality of PCR 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the PCR 

evidence and analysis to base ratings 

3 Every section of the PCR was completed, 

it gave detailed account of project 

implementation and levels of completion. 

Some of analysis leading to the rating were 

deemed to be problematic.  

2. Objectivity/fairness of PCR assessment 3 The PCR is generally objective since 

explanations are often provided to justify 

scores given to dimensions. There are few 

cases where convincing explanations had 

not been provided.  

3. Internal consistency of PCR assessment: 

inaccuracies; inconsistencies (in various 

sections; between texts and ratings; consistency 

of overall rating with individual component 

ratings)  

3 The PCR was found to be generally 

consistent throughout. However there are 

few cases of inconsistencies especially 

between reasoning and the scores awarded. 

Some of the calculations are inaccurate. 

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive and negatives) affecting design 

and implementation 

3 The PCR identified unintended 

consequences which were in the real sense 

not unintended consequences.  . The key 

factors also identified were deemed to be 

properly thought-out.  

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

4 Adequately addressed. 



 

 

 

6. Soundness of data generating and analysis 

processes (including rates of returns) in support 

of PCR assessment 

3 Data collection and analysis were found to 

be generally sound. 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence 

(from PCR including annexure and other data 

provided) 

2 No annexes included to show 

documents used as reference point. 

The PCR was found to be lacking in 

terms of providing required evidence. 

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the 

PCR assessment (evidence & analysis) 

2 Lessons learnt were found to be 

inadequately stated and in most cases 

appear to be recommendations.  

9. Overall clarity and completeness of the PCR 3  

Others (Specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE 2.89 GOOD 
PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 3 The PCR generally followed the 

guidelines in the PCR/O; IDEV 
1. PCR Timeliness (On time = 4; Late= 1) 4 The PCR is dated 14th December 2018. 

The mission was undertaken from 20th 

- 30th November 2018. 
2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 

& field offices in PCR preparation 
UTS Information is not adequate to assess 

this aspect. 
3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   
PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE   

*** rated as Very Good (4), or Good (3), or Fair (2), or 

Poor (1) 
  

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

 

 Acronym Full name 

 

ADF 

 

African Development Fund 

 

CSP 

 

Country Strategy Paper 

 

EMP 

 

Environmental Management Plan 

 

ESIA 

 

Environmental and Social Impact Assessment 

 

IRI 

 

International Roughness Index 

 

OIC 

 

Officer In charge 

 

PAPs 

 

Project Affected Persons 

 

PCR 

 

Project Completion Report 

 

PDO 

 

Project Development Objectives 

 

RA 

 

Roads Authority 

 

RAP 

 

Resettlement Action Plan 

 

RFA 

 

Roads Fund Administration 

 

RLF 

 

Results Logical Framework 

 

UA 

 

Units of Accounts 

 

VOCs 

 

Vehicle Operating Costs 
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